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COPY of Correspondence in the case of Mr. R. Vcsey Stoney , j.p., viz. — 
(1.) Letter from the Rev. M. Coen, c.c., to Mr. T. M. Healy, m.p., con- 
taining Charges of Alleged Improper Administration of Public Funds in 
connection with State-Aided Emigration from the County of Mayo: 
(2.) Report by Mr. Micks, Local Government Board Inspector, in regard 
to such Charges : (3.) Letter from Mr. Stonev, j.p., to the Lord Chancellor 
of Ireland 3 dated the 5th day of September 1887 : ( 4 .) Letter from the 

Lord Chancellor of Ireland to Mr. Stonev, j.p., dated the 9th day of Novem- 
ber 1887- 



The Rev IV. Coen, c.c., to Mr. T. M. Healy, m p. 

To T Healy, Esq., m.p. 

Dear Sir, 

You remember that T. P. O’Connor put a question for you in the House 
about the emigrants sent from Mayo by R. Y. Stoney, Rosturk, being refused 
in America. T. P. O’Connor gave notice he would repeat the question on the 
6th June. I beg now to bring under your notice the following facts in refer- 
ence to Mr. Stoney and the emigrants from Mayo, and I think they are good 
points to question when T. P. O'Connor raises the point again. They go to 
prove (1) that Mr. Stoney has got money under false pretences; (2) that he 
has swindled public money ; (3) that he has robbed these poor creatures of a 
certain amount of money. I will now give you the facts. First of all, Mr Stoney 
could only send off families. I will give you a list now of persons who went 
as the heads of families, and took with them several individuals, as their 
children, who were not a drop’s blood to them. I can prove Mr. Stoney knew 
they were not their children, as you can see yourself plainly by his conduct. 

In the first line I give you the name of the person who went as the head of 
the family, and his own children (if any). In the observation column I give 
you the names of those he took with him as his family, and who inert not a 
drops blood to him, and also I give you other particulars relating to the case. 



No. 


Names of Heads of Families. 


Observations. 


1 


Thomas Moran, of Doobeg, 
Newport, M ayo, and Bridget 
Moran, his daughter. This 
man was well able to pay his 
own passage, and will come 
back again to his family. 


Catherine Mullin, John Gallagher, Catherine 
Patten, Bridget Moran (daughter of John 
Moran), Mary Malley, Margaret Malley. 

Tv:o of these were from the townland of 
Molranney, and three from Currane, Achill. 
This man left wife and family at home, and 
took the above as family to R. Y. Stoney’s 
knowledge. 


2 


Thomas Gallagher, of Cash- 
licka, Newport, Mayo. 

This man could also well pay 
his passage. 


Bridget Gorman. Stoney evicted this child’s 
father, who had 12 children in family, with a 
father and mother over 100 years each. No 
Exaggeration. That old man and woman 
had to sleep under the ditch, a cold frosty 
night, being in an island on Clew Bay, and 
not being able to get to the mainland had no 
neighbour to give them shelter, as all on the 
island were evicted together. 
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No. 


Names of Heads of Families. 


Observations. 


3 


Mr. James Mastcrson and 
Mrs. Mastereon. 


Dan Grady, of Molranney, and Miss Mary 
Campbell, both single people, were passed by 
Mr. Stoney on the tickets of James Master- 
sou and his wife, Mrs. Masterson, who did 
not leave home. 

Dan Grady and Miss Campbell passed as 
husband and wife under the name of Master- 
son. 


4 


Widow McDonagh, of Mur- 
rivagh. 


Mrs. Kilcoyne and her child. Mrs. Kilcoyne 
was the (laughter of Widow McDonagh, but 
was a married woman and had a family of 
her own. Her husband was in America 
before. 


5 


James McIntyre, of Rosturk - 


Michael Ginnilly and Michael Malley. 


6 


Widow Moran, Rosturk 


(Here look to enclosed note.) Sarah O’Donell, 
of Derrycooldrum. 


7 


Michael Moran (Dan), of 
Rosgalline. 


Catherine Mulloy (daughter of John Mulloy). 


8 


Widow Catherine Chambers, 
of Roskeen, Upper, and one 
son. 


Two sisters called Marleys and Mary Moran. 
In this case Mr. Stoney passed first (as 
children of Widow Chambers), a Miss 
Chambers and a Miss Kelly. He rejected 
Miss Chambers afterwards, when he found 
out her father was a member of the National 
League, and Miss Kelly, because he wanted 
to send away another tenant of his own. In 
place of Miss Chambers and Miss Kelly, he 
sent off the two Miss Marleys as children 
of the widow. He took one of the Miss 
Marleys from Mr. Fogarty’s service in 
Newport, and he telegramed for the other, 
who was at service in Dublin. 


9 


Widow Catherine McLaughlin, 
of Derrycooldrum. 


Anne Malley and Bridget Joyce. 


10 


Thomas Malley, of Ballycroy 


Catherine Loftus, of Bunnaliourna, Newport. 
N.B. — Malley was from another parish, nearly 
10 miles off from Bunnahourna. 



Mr. Stoney offered to send away Pat Chambers’ daughter with another 
family, if her father (Patt) gave him up a bit of land he wanted for planting. 
The father refused, and the child was accordingly rejected. He offered the 
same to Michael Moran’s daughter, if her father gave up a similar piece of 
land for planting. The father did so, and the girl was sent off with another 
family on the emigration. 

The following are the names of persons who had full paid passages from their 
friends in America. The passages were taken from them by Mr. Stoney and 
'pocketed, and he sent them off on his emigration batch. He never gave them 
any credit for their own passages : — 

Michael Malley, of Rosturk. 

Ellen Carolin, of Murrivagh. 

The following are persons who had full paid passages to America from their 
friends, hut refused to give them up to Stoney, and yet he passed them on his 
list to swell his number : — 

Michael Moran (Dan). 

This man had for his family about 12 paid passages, yet Stoney passed him 
and let him keep their passages. 

Widow Catherine M'Loughlin. 

Your humble servant, 

W. Coen, c.c. 
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Observe No. 6 (Widow Moran) : I should have stated that this woman and 
her step-daughter had got their passages paid by American friends. They sold 
them to other persons and were passed on the Emigration. 

Mr. Stoney gave this woman 20 /. for her land in order to give it to one of 
his understrappers, which he did. Now this woman was no pauper and could 
well pay her own way. I may also notice that any Protestant would not he 
passed on the Emigration; they were refused. For instance, Mr. Moore, a 
Protestant, near Newport, was rejected, though one of the poorest creatures* in 
the country. He applied several times aud would not be let go, because he 
was a Protestant. The Emigration move here is a swindle of public money and 
an effort to wipe out the Catholics. 

(signed) IV, Coen, c.c. 



WESTPORT UNION EMIGRATION COMMITTEE. 



Gentlemen, Limerick, 23 August 1887. 

In accordance with the instructions conveyed in your letter of the 26th ultimo, 
I held an inquiry, on oath, at the Courthouse, Newport, County Mayo, on the 
5th instant, into charges preferred by the Rev. W. Coen, c.c., against the West- 
port Emigration Committee, for having substituted, or having allowed to be 
substituted, other persons instead of those whose emigration had been sanctioned 
by your Board. 

In order that the status of the Committee may be clearly apprehended E 
should point out that, by the 20th section of the Arrears of Rent (Ireland) Act, 
1882, the Lords of the Treasury were empowered to authorise the Commissioners 
of Public Works to make grants for emigration purposes, to such “ body or 
persons and on such terms ” as the Lord Lieutenant might approve. 

On the 18th of February 1887, Mr. Robert Vesey Stoney, d.l., wrote to your 
Board, requesting that an Emigration Committee might, be approved of, con- 
sisting of himself, the Rev. $. Johnston, rector of Newport ; the Rev. J. Keegan, 
Presbyterian clergym an of Newport ; Mr. Hugh O’Donnell, of Newport; and 
Mr. Joseph Moran, of Mulranny. On the 25th of February 1887, Mr. Stoney 
was informed, in reply, that the Lord Lieutenant approved of the persons named 
as a “body or persons” to whom grams for emigration might be made, under 
the 20th section of the Arrears of Rent Act. Neither Mr. Hugh O'Donnell 
nor Mr. Joseph Moran, however, acted as members of the Committee. 

Your letter of the 25th of February 1887 further proceeded, in pursuance of 
the Act, to set forth the terms upon which alone a grant of money could be 
made — 

I. “ That it shall not exceed seven pounds for each person. 

II. “That the emigration is previously sanctioned by the Local Government 
Board. 

III. “ That it shall only be given for the emigration of families who can satisfy the 

Local Government Board that they have friends or relatives residing at 
the place to which they wish to proceed, and that such friends or relatives are 
willing and able to assist them to find employment, and to maintain them till 
they can procure it. 

IV. “ That ai'rangements shall be made by the Committee to pay the passage money 

and cost of travelling to the destination of the emigrants, as well as to give 
them a small allowance on landing, and that the Committee shall see that the 
emigrants have a sufficient supply of clothing and the necessary ship outfit. 

“ All families whom it is proposed to assist to emigrate must appear before an Inspector 
of the Local Government Board, who will report as to their fitness for 
emigration by the aid of a Government Grant.” 

On the receipt of this letter Mr. Stoney asked, with regard to condition 
No. III., whether in very exceptional instances the emigration of single individuals, 
as distinguished from families, would be sanctioned, and he was informed in reply 
that no grants could be made except in the case of families. At the same time Mr. 
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Copy annexed. Stoney was supplied with copies of the Rules as (o Emigration prescribed by the 
Lord Lieutenant in December 1883, and also of the instructions issued by the 
Emigration Department of the Local Government Board in 1884 to boards of 
guardians. These documents, as they were mainly applicable to a different 
procedure, were not sent to the Committee as precise rules to be adhered to, 
but merely as publications containing information as to outfits and the like that 
would be useful in giving effect to the general instructions of your letter of the 
25tb of February 1887- 

When I opened the inquiry at Newport on the 5th instant, Mr. Stoney applied 
foi* an adjournment on the grounds that his solicitor was unable to attend 
owing to an important engagement elsewhere. I declined to accede to this 
application, as over >30 witnesses were in attendance, nearly all residing at a 
considerable distance from Newport, and also because Mr. Stoney did not ask 
your Board or myself, by letter or telegram, to adjourn the inquiry, although he 
was aware on the 3rd instant that his solicitor could not be present on the day 
fixed. 1, how ever, offered, both at the beginning and at the close of the inquiry, 
to adjourn it, after taking the evidence of the witnesses in attendance, if Mr. 
Stoney wished, but he did not desire an adjournment on such terms. The dis- 
Transcript, pp. i-5. cussion that took place is fully reported in the transcript of the shorthand 
writer’s notes that l transmit herewith. 

The first witness examined by me was Captain Francis Sampson, Local 
Government Inspector, in whose district the Westpurt Poor Law Union is situate. 
Captain Sampson, in explaining the nature of his duties in connection with the 
Emigration Committee, stated that the list of the names of the persons selected 
by the Committee for assistance to emigrate was veferred to him by your Board, 
and that he in the presence of Mr. Stoney, and sometimes also of Mr. Johnston 
and Mr. Keegan, examined and questioned the people who wished to emigrate, 
and that he then reported as to their fitne-s for assistance. 

The names of those upon whom Captain Sampson reported favourably were 
communicated to Mr. Stoney by your letter of the 2nd of May 1887, the result 
being that the. emigiation of 40 families, comprising 219 persons, \\ as sanctioned 
out of the 64 families, containing 362 persons put iorward in the list lodged by 
the. Committee. In no case, 1 may mention, did Captain Sampson recommend 
that a family should be assisted to emigrate, except when a letter was produced 
from friends in America, advising the family to emigrate, and holding out 
encouraging prospects of success. These letters were also read by the Com- 
mittee, or at all events by Mr. Stoney, who had practically sole management of 
the undertaking. 

1 now proceed to refer to the evidence given with respect to the several 
charges : — 

1. — Thomas Moran. 

In this case Father Coen alleged that Thomas Moran, with only one daughter, 
went to America, accompanied by Catherine Mullen, John Gallaher, Catherine 
Patten, Bridget Moran (daughter of John Moran), Mary Mnlley, and Margaret 
Malley. your Board having sanctioned the emigration of Thomas Moran, one 
son, and six daughters. The evidence ' shows that throughout the whole pro- 
ceedings there was fraudulent misrepresentation and concealment on the part of 
Thon as Moran and those persons who went with him. In the first place it was 
not mentioned that his wite was alive, and that she was remaining behind. Mrs. 
Moran was c alled belore me as a witness by Father Coen, and she stated that her 
hmband emigrated with only one daughter, and that her family consisted of 
Questions 46, 01. four sons and three daughters, instead of one son and six daughters, as entered 

" || ■ in the list made by the Committee. She also swore that the persons named 

” 56. in the charge went to America with her husband. 

Anthony M‘Go\ern, gardener to Mr. Stoney, was also a witness in this case. 
As a paid officer of the Committee, he took charge of the emigrants at or near 
]30 their homes, and escorted them to the port of embarkation. He stated to me 

” 224 . that l.e knew most, if not all, of the persons who went as members of the family 

of Thomas Moran, but that he received no authority to stop any person, nor 
was he instructed to identify the persons whose emigration was approved of. 
According to his evidence, he merely took charge of a certain number of 
persons who presented themselves to him, and handed that number over to the 
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emigration agent at the point of embarkation. I may here state that such was 
the general practice of Anthony M'Govern, and of the other man, John Cannon, 
who were appointed and paid by the Committee to see the emigrants off. 

I asked Mr. Stoney, who swore that he knew personally only four out of the 
40 families whose emigration was sanctioned, whether the Committee took no Question 748. 
steps to guard against such personation as had occurred, and he admitted that •> 749 - 

no steps had been taken. * He asserted, in explanation, that the Committee had 
no means of taking any precautions, and that they had no person to give them 
information. 

The truth of the charges, as regards Thomas Moran’s case, lias been clearly 
established. 

2. — Thomas Gallaher. 

The charge in this case is that Bridget. Gorman went as a member of Thomas „ 243. 

Gollaher’s family. The truth of the charge was proved by the evidence of 
Bridget Gorman’s father, and the Committee were evidently imposed upon. 



3.— James Masterson. 

ther Coen’s charge in this case is that. Mr. Stoney allowed Dan Grady and 
Mary Campbell, both unmarried young people, to emigrate tinder the names 
of Mr. and Mrs. Masterson, as a married couple. 

In this, as in the preceding cases, the people who went to America were 
guilty of fraudulent deception. The facts of the case are rather complicated. 

James Masterson appealed before Ciiptain Sampson with Mary Campbell, who 
represented herself to be Mrs. Masterson. Both Captain Sampson and Mr. 

Stoney entertaine d some doubt as to the truth of this representation, but the 
false statements of James Masterson and Mary Campbell wi-re vouched to be Transcript, 308,761. 
true by some of their neighbours, and Captain Sampson accordingly recom- 
mended a grant to be made for their emigration. Subsequently James 
Masterson, becoming ill, transferred his ticket to Dan Grady, and he, with Mary 
Campbell, went away, as Mr and Mrs. Masterson. 1 may add that Mary „ 266. 

Campbell’s father was aware of the cireuinstanci-s of the case. » |®®- 

Anthony M'Govern, who was in charge of Dan Grady and Mary Campbell ” 
to the port of embarkation, had heard rumours before ho left home that tuey 
were going as Mr. and Mrs. Masterson, and, when he reached the railway 
station, not 20 miles away, he became quite aware of the fact, but he did 
not send them home. The witness, in reply to me, stated that on his return 301-2. 

home he reported the matter to Mr. Stoney, and that Mr. Stoney said that if 
he had known it in time he would have telegraphed to stop them. 

There is no doubt but that Dan Grady and Mary Campbell, both unmarried 
people, emigrated as Mr. and Mrs. Masterson; but it appears to me that Mr. 

Stoney, while neglecting to make due inquiries, was not Inmself aware of the 
deception that was being practised, though, as he states, he was in this case ^ 

“ throughout doubtful.” ” i 



4 . — Widow M'Donagh. 

The charge is, that a Mrs. Kilcoyne, a married daughter of Mrs. M f Donagh, 
went as a member of the M'Donagh family; but the charge was withdrawn, as „ 318. 

it appeared that the emigration of Mrs. Kilcoyne had been duly approved of. 



5. — James M‘Intyre. 

Father Coen complained that Michael Ginnelly and Michael Malley went as 
members of J. M'Intyre’s family, and that Mr. Stoney took from M. Malley 
a fully-paid passage ricket, which he retained for his own profit, and sent 
Michael Malley away at the public expense. 

Michael Malley, who lived with the MTntyre family, was specially approved 
of by your Board, and, as regards the charge of alleged dishonesty about the 
passage ticket, Mr. Stoney explained that M. Malley brought him a passage 
certificate from the Warren Steamship Line, and asked him to get it changed to 
another Line, so that he might travel with his neighbours. Mr. Stoney 
promised to do what he could in the matter; but, in the meantime, Michael 
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Malley, without telling Mr. Stoney, went away with James MTntyre’s family. 
Mr. Stoney produced to me the passage certificate. 

As regards Michael (iinnelly, it was proved, as in the preceding cases, that 
he personated one of James M‘ Intyre’s family without being detected by the 
Committee. 

6. — Mrs. Mary Moran (Ryd^r). 

The charge is — that Sarah O’Donnell went as one of Mrs. Moran’s family ; 
that Mrs. Moran had a paid passage ticket ; and that, as she had sold the 
interest in her farm for 20 she was not a suitable person to be sent away at 
the public expense. 

Sarah O’Donnell did emigrate as one of Mrs. Moran’s family apparently with 
the knowledge of Anthony M ‘Govern, one of the Agents of the Committee. 
Mrs. Moran’s son, aged 13 years, swore that his mother had a paid passage 
ticket to America; but he. made no further statement on the subject. Mrs. 
Morau did sell her interest in her land for 20 /. to Mr. Stoney, her landlord, and 
she got 4 /. for her crop. Out of this sum of 24 l. she gave 9 /. to her step son, 
who remained at home, and she also paid a few pounds that she owed. The 
question accordingly raised by Father Coen is, whether the Committee acted 
properly in recommending lor a free passage a woman who had about 12 l. in 
her possession. 

7. — Michael Moran (Dan). 

It is alleged that Catherine Mulloy went as a member of the family of 
Michael Moran, and that he and his family had paid passages which Mr. Stoney 
allowed him to keep. 

Catherine Molloy’s father testified that his daughter Catherine went to 
America at the suggestion of Michael Moran, as a member of his family. It 
diil not appear that the Committee detected this irregularity. It was also 
sworn that Michael Moran (Dan) had passage tickets worth from 30/. to 40/.; 
hut no evidence was given to prove that the Committee were aware of this 
circumstance. 

8. — Kitty Chambers. 

Father Coen states that two girls named Marley, arid another girl named 
Mary Moran, went as members of the family of Mrs. Chambers, with the 
knowledge of Mr. Sioney personally. 

It was proved that the two girls named Marley, and the girl Mary Moran, 
went to America as members of the family of Kitty Chambers ; but it was not 
456. shown that Mr. Stoney was aware of the substitution. 

Michael Moran, of Rosgalliv, the father of Mary Moran, swore that his 
daughter was allowed by Mr. Stoney to emigrate at the public expense, in con- 
sideration of her father’s giving up, for 1 /., a piece of land to Mr. Stoney, who 
471 - 2 . ' was his landlord, the negotiations being carried on between Michael Moran and 
John Cannon, bailiff to Mr. Stoney. 

730. Mr. Stoney, while denying the truth of Michael Moran’s evidence, admitted 
/34 ‘ that he gave Michael Moran 1 1. for his interest in a small piece of ground at 
the time of his daughter’s emigration, and lie also admitted that he knew that 
743 - 5 . Mary Moran was emigrating as a member of the family of Kitty Chambers. 
Mr. Stoney, in a lengthened explanation, stated that on his return home, after 
an absence on business, he found out that personation had taken place in this 
instance, and he said to one of the family that he would have nothing more 
to do with the case. The -woman then cried and roared,” and Mr. Stoney 
admitted that he weakly allowed Mary Moran to go as one of the family of 
Kitty Chambers. Mr. Stoney further said, on being questioned by Mr. Alfred 
Kelly, solicitor for Father Coen, that “ Moran, to appease me, said he would 
745. give up the land, and then I let the woman go.” 

9.— Mrs. Catherine M‘Loughlin. 

The allegation in this case is that Anne Malley and Bridget Joyce emigrated 
as members of Catherine M‘Loughlin’s family. 

Patrick M'Loughlin, son of Catherine M £ Loughlin, proved that Anne Malley 
504-6. and Uridget Joyce went with his mother as members of her family. He also 
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stated that his mother had a paid passage, of which fact, however, Mr. Stoney T . 

was not aware. Mr. Stoney swore that he was not aware of the personation in ranscnpt ’ 60 ' 

this case until the emigration hail taken place. 71g 



10. — Thomas Mallev. 

Father Cohen states in his complaint that Catherine Loftus emigrated as a 
member of Thomas Mallev *s family. Her father proved the truth of this >, 519. 

charge. 

11. — Mary, Daughter of Pat Chambers. 

In this case the charge is that Mr. Stoney offered to send to America, with 
another family, a girl named Mary Chambers, if her father gave up a piece of 
land required by Mr. Stoney, who is the landlord, for planting. 

Catherine Chambers, the wife of Pat Chambers, who is in England, stated 
that Anthony M‘Govera, gardener to Mr. Stoney, and who was also employed 
by the Emigration Committee, came to her house three days before the second 
party of emigrants left, and offered that Mary Chambers should be sent to 
America if her father would give up a small piece of land to Mr. Stoney, an offer 
which Pat Chambers refused. Anthony M'Govern admitted the general accuracy 
of the evidence of Catherine Chambers, but- he stated that he did not use any 
word ihat would lead her to suppose that, her daughter would be sent as a State- 
assisted emigrant. In his evidence to me he wished to convey that Mr. Stoney 
wonld have paid the passage money out of his own pocket, but he admitted that 
he did not know what Mr. Stoney’s intentions were. 

Mr. Stoney did not meet this charge directly. He admitted that he sent 
Anthony M‘Govern to Pat Chambers with the message already given, but, on 
being asked by Mr. Alfred Kelly why he sent such a message, he replied ihat 
he had yet to learn why lie should not give a passage to the whole world if he 
liked out of his own pocket. Mr. Stoney further replied that he did not say he 
would pay for the passage himself, and that perhaps he would have obtained a 
free ticket, presumably from the Emigration Agents in Dublin, in consideration 
of the number of persons sent to America by the Westport Emigration Com- 
mittee. 

12. — Ellen Carolin. 

The charge in this case is that Mr. Stoney received from Ellen Carolin a paid 
passage ticket, which he retained for his own protit, and sent her out at the 
public expense. 

This charge was disproved by Mr. Stoney ; the facts being that Mr. Stoney 
took the ticket and arranged with the Steamship Company that Ellen Carolin 
might travel on her own ticket with her friends, as she could not have done 
without permission, and a letter written at the time to this effect from the 
Emigration Agents was produced by Mr. Stoney. Mr. Stoney’s recollection 
was at fault in thinking that no payment was made to Ellen Carolin out of public 
funds, as the sum of 1 l. was given to her towards the expense of her outfit. 

This payment appears to be irregular as Ellen Carolin was not a member of any 
family that was emigrating. 



13.— Thomas Gorman. 

In this and in the following cases the charges were not made in the letter 
from Father Coen, in which the preceding charges were contained. I 
accordingly informed Mr. Stoney that I would, if he wished, grant an adjourn- 
ment to enable him to rebut the evidence, but he did not wish for an adjourn- 
ment. 

In the present case Father Coen alleges that Richard Lavelle emigrated as a „ 607-Gio. 

son of Thomas Gorman. He appears to have done so, and to have signed his 
name as “ Richard Gorman ” in acknowledging the receipt of clothes. The 
Committee appear to have been deceived by Richard Lavelle. 
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14. — John Berry. 



Transcript, 013. 



It was proved that John Berry emigrated as a son of Michael Doherty, 
who was unwilling to go. John Berry paid 1 1. for this privilege lo Michael 
Doherty. 



15.— James Gaughran. 

George Hughes took with him a man named James Gaughran, about as old as 
himself. This was a case, of imposition upon the Committee. 



16. — Mary Anne Kane. 

Mary Anne Kane went as a daughter of Mi's. John Kane, although she was 
not a member of her family. They did not know one another before. 



1 7- — John Gallagher. 

624 . Father O’Connor, parish priest of Achill, gave evidence to the effect that 
John Gallagher was accompanied by Widow Margaret Sheridan and three of 
her children. John Gallagher’s only business in America was to recover a 
legacy, pari of which, amounting to 20 l., he has already sent home for his wife 
and family. Captain Sampson stated that John Gallagher passed himself off 
640. as John M'Loughlin, an orphan relative of the Sheridan family. The evidence 
as to the identity of John M‘Loughlin is not clear. 



18. — Thomas M'Nally. 

It was alleged that Thomas M'Nally and Rose M‘Ginnity, first cousins, 
emigrated as Mr. and Mrs. M'Nally, but the evidence was not clear in this 
case. 

19. — Martin Cafferty. 

John Lynchaliaun, a man named Cooney, and James Fallon, appear to have 
emigrated as sons of Martin Cafferty. Father O’Connor stated that Martin 
Cafferty was a half simpleton. The evidence in this case is not sufficiently 
strong. 



20.— Pat Cadogan. 

C 60 . Michael Forey, James Forey, Biddy Campbell, and Biddy Patton, emigrated 

as members of Pat Cadogan’s family. 

Having referred to the evidence given in support of the charges made against 
the Westport Emigration Committee, I now proceed to report as instructed in 
your letter requesting me to hold this inquiry: — 

“ Whether the grave irregularities complained of took place, and if so, whether they 
aro3e from negligence on the part of the Committee, or wilful misconduct, or from any 
default of the system, and want of sufficient checks ensuring the proper administration of 
the Grants made by Government.'’ 

I have, in the first place, to state that, in my opinion, the charges made by 
Fulher Coen against the Westport Emigration Committee were generally proved 
to be well founded, though the evidence did not establish their accuracy in 
every particular. 

The nature of the testimony in the 20 cases above referred to makes it 
easy to point out the causes of the irregularities, aud, in doing so, I shall for 
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the sake of brevity refer to each case by the number above it in the foregoing 
review of the evidence. 

In Cases Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 (in part), 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 

1 9, and 20, the irregularities occurred owing to a want of administrative fore- 
sight on the part of the Committee, and to the consequent absence of any 
intelligent management throughout all the proceedings for which the Committee 
can he regarded as responsible. I shall subsequently advert more fully to the 
imperfections of the system adopted hy tiie Committee. 

In Case No. 8, as far as it related to Mary Moran, Mr. Stoney admitted 
that, he weakly but knowingly consented to the improper expenditure of 
public money for the emigration of a girl who was not eligible for assistance 
under the conditions imposed by your letter of the 25th February 1887. In 
this case, too, the taking or purchase of a piece of land from Mary Moran’s 
father by Mr. Stoney, under the circumstances is to be regretted, even 
though he might not have been influenced by the concession, for which, 
however, he had been anxious. I therefore feel bound to report that, in my 
opinion, wilful misconduct must be attributed to Mr. Stoney for having 
knowingly allowed the emigration of Mary Moran to take place irregularly at 
the public expense. 

In Case No. 11 the evidence is not altogether satisfactory, but it is difficult to 
avoid being influenced by the fact that Mr Stoney acknowledged that an 
irregularity, similar to what is alleged iu this case, took place with his know- 
ledge in i he emigration of Mary Moran, to which 1 have just referred. 

The charge in Case No. 4 was withdrawn at the inquiry, as it was found that 
the emigration of the person to whom the charge related had been sanctioned 
by your Board. 

It now only remains for me to point out what those defects in administration 
are that ha\e resulted in the success of fraudulent deception on the part of the 
emigrants, and in the improper expenditure of public funds on the part of the 
Committee. 

The system adopted by Mr. Stoney was, in the first place, to enter on a list, 
in a form prescribed by your Board, the names of almost all persons who 
applied to him for assistance to emigrate. It is admitted that neither a member 
of the Committee, nor an official in their employment, took any pains to 
ascertain the truth of the representations made by the persons anxious to 
emigrate. The Committee acted merely as a body for taking the names of 
applicants, and they entirely ignored the plain duty of using the local know- 
ledge and opportunities that cause the formation of such a body to be desirable. 
Mr. Stoney made the surprising statement that he left all the investigation of 
the cases to the Local Government. Board Inspector. Whether as a result of 
this view held from the beginning of the undertaking, or from negligence 
arising from a want of any thought at all about the matter, it is clear that 
the Committee refrained from exercising one of the most useful of then- 
fun ctions. 

It seems probable that in roost cases personation took place after Captain 
Sampson’s inspection of the emigrants, and here, too, the Committee neglected 
to take any precautions to secure that only those persons who were approved of 
should be allowed to emigrate at the public expense. The officials who were 
paid to escort the emigrants to the port of embarkation were aware in many, if 
not in all, instances, that personation was taking place, but these embarkation 
agents informed me that they were not authorized to detain any person, and 
that their duty was merely to see that a certain number of persons were handed 
over to the emigration agents at the port. 

The Committee, in short, neglected in the first place to test the truth of the 
representations made by persons desirous of emigrating ; and subsequently 
steps were not taken to guard against the substitution of ineligible persons in 
place of those who had been approved of after inspection. 

I have, &c. 

To the Local Government Board (signed) W. L. Micks. 

for Ireland. 



88 . 
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Mr. R. Vesey Stoney, j.p., to the Lord Chancellor of Ireland. 

Rosturk Castle, Westport, 

My Lord, 5 September 188/. 

I observe from the daily papers that the Report of the Local Government 
Inspector on the working of the Westport Emigration Committee, has been 
referred to you for consideration, and I think l am entitled to lay certain facts 
before you in relation to my action in the matter, more especially as I was not 
in a position to give prominence to tliem at the inquiry, in consequence of the 
refusal of the Inspector to adjourn for the attendance of my solicitor, who had 
been unable to attend owing to the short notice given to me of the time and 
date of the inquiry. 

It is true the Inspector offered to adjourn for the attendance of my solicitor, 
but this was after the witnesses for the charges had been examined. As 
obviously this would have been no benefit to me, I declined. I received the 
summons to attend the inquiry, 5 p.m., 2nd of August ; I wired at once to my 
solicitor, and received his reply on the 3rd, that he could not be there on the 
5th, and as I did not imagine that so reasonable a request as one day’s adjourn- 
ment would be refused, I did not communicate directly with the Local Govern- 
ment Board. Such request I venture to state would not have been refused 
in a Court of Justice. By this refusal 1 was incapacitated from bringing my 
case with equal force before the Inspector, who seems to have put a colour upon 
actions, and alleged intentions not warranted by facts. 

For the past 18 months I have been subjected to a most terrible system of 
boycotting and persecution, which l attribute to my having contested West 
Mayo against Mr. Deasy at the General Election in 1885 ; the mistakes and 
irregularities which occurred, are the outcome of this, as every one refused to 
assist me in the work, though it was intended purely for the benefit of the 
people themselves. The Roman Catholic Curate (Father M'Hale) was asked 
to assist, but declined to do so, and some other respectable tradespeople and 
farmers, who were nominated on the Committee by the Local Government 
Board, and had expressed their willingness to act with me, were terrified into 
withdrawing from the work, and thus the whole onus, anxiety, and trouble were 
practically thrown on my shoulders ; and I submit that I could not be expected 
to know every individual who asked for a passage. 

Had I thought that such a responsibility rested upon me I never would have 
undertaken such a task. I thought that when the inspector had passed a 
family as eligible that it took the matter out of my hands, and that I had 
nothing further to do but to see them provided with an outfit and a passage. 

The Committee assisted 216 persons to emigrate, and the number who imposed 
upon the Committee were a very small proportion, considering the difficulty of 
procuring any assistance or information. For this reason 1 had to employ my 
own servants to escort emigrants, only in one case did an ineligible person go 
with my knowledge, without consulting the inspector; and I most respectfully 
submit that the responsibility for these people being improperly sent rests more 
on the priest than on me, as he was apparently aware of the facts, and yet 
allowed them to be sent, w hen a word from him to me, or to the Local Government 
Board, would have prevented it. 

In the hurry, contusion, and worry of the interminable details of clothing, 
carriage, shipping, &c., and in the absence of all help from persons who were in 
a position to help me, the mistakes occurred ; and, perhaps, I did not attach as 
much importance to the rules of the Local Government Board as I should have 
done, or 1 would not foolishly have given way to the tears and importunities of 
the girl (Mary Moran) to be allowed to go with the Chambers’ family. In this 
case the girl was passed as one of the Chambers’ family by Captain Sampson. 
I did not know her ; I did not know that I ever saw her till about the 10th or 
1 1th of May. When I returned home on the 9th of May, I found out that she 
did not belong to the Chambers’ family. I then said that I had no power to 
send her, and refused to do so. The berths had been secured on the steamer 
for all the emigrants on the 4th instant, and passages were sent from Dublin on 
the 10th, when the girl came to me crying, rather than let the whole family 
lose their ticket (all being in one), I foolishly gave in ; I admit my error, hut 
I urge that, under the circumstances, I do not deserve the hard words used by 
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the Inspector. Whatever I did was done to benefit the poor girl, and 
surely not for my own advantage ; and in such a case it never occurred to me 
that I was doing what I could be censured for, especially as I was aware that 
Mr. Tuke had occasionally done the same. A great point has been made about 
a piece of land in connection with this girl, but I thought nothing about it at 
the time, and was certainly not influenced by it, if. was only a very small patch, not 
half-an-acre in extent in the middle of another man’s holding, and it is absurd 
to suppose that 1 could be influenced by its possession ; it was given to my 
steward on the 7th instant, when I was away from home. Only three families 
held land from me, two of these sold to neighbours, and the tenant-right of the 
third 1 purchased for a labourer. I always considered emigration, as intended, 
to benefit those that went as well as those that remained, and if I had had it in 
my power, 1 should, in every case, have insisted that the holding vacated by an 
emigrant should have been given to a neighbour. 

This answers one of the grossly libellous statements of Mr. Deasy, viz., that 
I used public funds to exterminate my tenants ; if all the emigrants had come 
from my estate, 1 should doubtless have known more of them, but they came 
from the wilds of Achill, Coraun, and Ballicroy. In no way did I derive any 
profit, direct or indirect, from ray action in the matter, but a pecuniary loss, in 
addition to the hatred, spleen, and venom which the tc Nationalists ” have shown 
to me (some of which may be seen in the police reports of the last two years). 
Also the fact of my being a magistrate who tries to do his duty, the only local 
justice west of Newport in three petty sessions districts (Achill, Ballicroy, and 
Newport) ; and if they could banish me, the law of the National League would 
have full sway. 

I could enumerate dozens of cases of intimidation and outrage against myself 
and my labourers, but I should be making this statement too long for vour 
perusal. 

I should be happy to go to your office on any day you appoint, and give 
further particulars. 

I can but add how greatly and deeply I feel the foul, shameful, and abominable 
statements against me that have passed uncontradicted in the House of 
Commons, when there is not a scintilla of truth in the accusations. 

1 took up the work in consequence of the entreaties of the people, who 
begged for passages to save them from starvation ; many more of whom 
would have gone and had their names registered, but were coerced to remain 
by the priests. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) R. Vesey Stoney. 

The Lord Chancellor of Ireland. 



The Lord Chancellor of Ireland to Mr. R. Vesey Stoney, j.p. 

Lord Chancellor’s Secretary’s Office, 

Four Courts, Dublin, 

Sir, 9 November 1 887- 

Thje I,o rd Chancellor postponed replying to your letter ot the 5th September 
until he had communicated with the Local Government Board, and had before 
him the Report and proceedings relative to your action in connection with the 
Westport Emigration Committee. 

The Lord Chancellor finds that the Reverend Mr. Coen, C.C., in his letter, 
which was received by the Local Government Board on the 1 1th of June, made 
very serious charges against you, and mentioned 10 cases of alleged misconduct 
— These cases, with 10 others, which were subsequently preferred, were investi- 
gated by the Local Government Board Inspector on the 5th of August. The 
Inspector found that there had been serious irregularities, which, in nearly every 
case, he attributed to a want of administrative foresight on the part of the 
Committee, but in one of the 20 cases he has attributed personal misconduct 
to you. 

With regard to the irregularities arising from the want of administrative fore- 
sight, the Lord Chancellor much regrets that you and the other members of the 
88. b 3 Emigration 
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Emigration Committee should from negligence, carelessness, or a mistaken view 
of your duties have so acted, as to enable “ the success of fraudulent deception 
on the part of the emigrants,” which naturally led to an unauthorised and 
therefore an improper expenditure of public money. When persons undertake 
the responsible duties of an Emigration Committee they are bound to fulfil 
them, and when called in question for irregularities and for laxity, it is 
no sufficient or satisfactory answer to suggest that the duties were arduous and 
unpaid. 

The Lord Chancellor has carefully considered the circumstances of the casein 
which personal misconduct has been attributed to you. This case involved the 
charges, firstly, that you permitted a person, named Mary Moran, to emigrate 
with a family to which she did not belong, in contravention of the directions 
which you received from the Local Government Board, to the effect that no 
grants could be made except in the case of families, and secondly, that you were 
influenced in this action by the surrender of a small plot of laud by the girl’s 
father. 

The inspector does not appear to have come to the conclusion that you were 
influenced hy the surrender of the land, though the coincidence was plainly 
open to grave suspicion, but he thought the first charge quite sufficient' to sup- 
port his opinion that misconduct should be attributed to you. In permitting 
Mary Moran to emigrate under the circumstances stated, you plainly contravened 
the directions of the Local Government Board, and it is manifest that you had 
no power to sanction a variation or infraction of their orders. Even assuming 
the case that you mention, that you yielded to the girl’s cries and entreaties, 
and that you acted under impulse and emergency, still it remains that you had 
knowledge, and thus have exposed yourself to the charge of “ wilful misconduct.” 
This was a clear dereliction of duty. A man in a responsible position lias no 
right to yield weakly as you say you did, and when from whatever motive a 
man violates his duty, he must be prepared not only for harsh criticism, but 
deserved rebuke. 

If the Lord Chancellor was satisfied that your action wa3 caused by the con- 
cession of a piece of land (no matter how small in size or value), he would take 
the gravest and most, serious view of your conduct. But he does not feel he 
would bo warranted in coming to such a conclusion, particularly when the 
Local Government Board Inspector has not stated he has reached it, and when 
you yourself so strongly repudiate it. 

His Lordship, however, feels that your conduct is open to serious observa- 
tion and censure in the whole matter, and he trusts that the reproof which he 
feels bound to administer, will make you more careful in future in the discharge 
of any duties you may undertake. 

I am, &c. 

R. Vesey Stoney, Esq., d.l., (signed) J. Nugent Lentaigne. 

Rosturk Castle, Westport. 
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